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REMARKS 

The lixamincr rejected dates 1-20 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as allegedly being 
anticipated by Krusc, James (U.S. Patent 6,530,070). 

Applicants respectfully traverse Op §102(b) rejections with the following arguments. 
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«HKC. | 5102(h) 

The Examiner reject claims 1-20 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as allegedly being 
anticipated by Kruse, James (U.S. Patent 6,530,070). 

Regarding the Examiner's rejections of clahns 1 and 9 in bulle, «3 of the Office Action, 
Appucnn* rcspee.fu.ly contend that Kruse does no. anticipate claim I. because Kruse does not 
.each each and every feature of claim 1 . For ex»np.e, Kruse does no. .each the feature * ft* 
fimctiona. block comprises « Nation aiding in one or more FPGA CLBs of 

0. firs, functional block, and wherein *e mapped location raster stores tf. addras of a 
current location FPGA element" of claim . 0H. emphasis added). In Kruse, each element of an 
RPM (Relational* Placed Macro) in .he FPGA can be addressed. This is similar «o the ease of a 
memory device (e.g., a Random Access Memory RAM) in which a block of memory ec.ls in .bo 

in ,l,o RPM .hat stores an address of an FPGA element as claimed in claim 1. 

Based on the preceding arguments, Applicants rcspec.fu.ly maintain that Kmse does not 
anlieipa.e claim 1, and that claim 1 is in condition for allowance. 

Similarly, Applicant reapeo.fi.Uy contend .ha. Kruse does no, an,ieipa,e claim 9, because 
KnlS 0 does no, teach each and every feature of claim 9. More specifically, Ktt.se does no. .each 
,he feature "providing in me fits, functional block a napped location register residing in one or 
nmre FPGA CLBs of the first functional block; and using me mapped location register .o receive 

The detailed arguments are similar to those for claim 1 above. 

Based on .he preceding argument Applied respee.f«l.y maintain ma. Kr.se docs no, 
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anticipate claim 9, and that claim 9 is in condition for allowance. 

Regarding the Examiner's rejections of claims 2 and 10 in bullet #4 of the Office Action, 
since claim 2 depends from claim 1 which is not anticipated by Kruse as explained above, 
Applicants contend that claim 2 is likewise not anticipated by Kruse. 

In addition, Kruse docs not teach the feature "a mapped destination register residing in 
one or more FPGA CLBs of the first functional block, and wherein the mapped destination stores 
the address of a destination FPGA element" of claim 2 (italic emphasis added). In Kruse, each 
clement of a RPM (Rationally Placed Macro) in the FPGA can be addressed. But, Kruse does 
n0t disclose a register in the RPM that stores an address of an FPGA element a* claimed in claim 
2. As a result, claim 2 is not anticipated by Kruse and therefore in condition for allowance. 

Similarly, since claim 10 depends from claim 9 which is not anticipated by Kruse as 
explained above, Applicants contend that claim 10 is likewise not anticipated by Kruse. 

In addition. Kruse does not teach the feature "providing further in the first functional 
block a mapped destination renter residing in one or more FPGA CLBs of the first functional 
Mock; and using the mapped destination register to receive and store the of a destination 

FPGA clement" of claim 10 (italic emphasis added). The detailed arguments are similar to those 
for claim 2 above. As a result, claim 10 is not anticipated by Kruse. 

Regarding the Examiner's rejections of claims 3 and 1 1 in bullet #5 of the Office Action, 
since claim 3 depends from claim 2 which is not anticipated by Kruse as explained above, 
Applicants contend that claim 3 is likewise not anticipated by Kxuse. 

In addition, Kruse does not teach the feature "a mapped movement register residing in 
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one or more FPGA CLBs of to first functional block, aud wherein to mapped movemen, 

bto ek" of Calm 3 (Halle emphasis added). Kruse describes how ,0 address eaeh dement of to 
FPGA, M does no, mention forming a renter from to elements of the FPGA, le, alone using 
.he renter to reeeive and store to Grecian **< **~ «' — ■* ™' oM " 
first functional Mock" as claimed in elahn 3. As a reset,, claim 3 is no, antieipated by Kruse. 

Sinularty. since elaim 1 1 depends from elaim 10 which U no, an.ieipa.ed by Kruse as 
explained above, Applicants contend ma, Calm 1 1 is likewise no, antieipated by Kruse. 

,„ addition, .Cruse does no, .each to feature ••providing further in to first functional 

bl ock . — « « 01 — FP ° A ° f *° f ' ret 

block; and using to mapped movement register to recede Wstore A. «• 

o/n «* s«c„ 0/ ,/« n,0*«*« of to firs, funotioua. block" of elaim 1 . (italic emphasis added). 

the detailed argument, are similar ,0 ,hose for data, 3 above. As a result, elaim 11 is no, 

anticipated by Kruse. 

Regarding to Examiner's rejections, pf claims * and » in bullet #6 of to Office AeUon, 
since elaim 4 depends from claim 3 which is no, anUcipa,ed by Kn.se as explained above, 
Applicants contend that elaim 4 is likewise not anticipated by Kruse. 

,„ addition, Kruse decs no, teach to feature "« mopped logic location function 

configured ro calcic tf. airecUon. — — ~" » *» '™" 

tot functional block M «. <** contents o/rtc ^ button register, ft. napped 
^naUon register, mtrf . *. to* — - for to movement of to fits, functional block" of 
eUim4f,«.Hc emphasis add^). Kruse describe, to '■RPM'' (column 2. "no 50) but does «o. 
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Mftm Hm to RPM b capable M ■» «» dircoion, disUu.ce, and *» for its 
_, as claimed in Oaiu,4. ...alone*, feature » 
ft. con,cn,s of some renter, and an time ,imi. as chimed in Cain, 4. As a rosuK, Cairn 

4 is not anticipated by Krusc. 

Similarly, since otata. 12 depends from Cairn . 1 which is no, anticipated by Kmse aa 
explained above, Apphcants contend that Cain, ,2 is likewise no, anticipated by Krusc. 

,„ addition. Kruse does no, .each the feature "providing further in ,he firs, function,, 
bfock „ m*p*i W ^.ionfuncuon; and using .hemapped togic loca,ion funcuon ,0 
a*** 0* <~ ~. W Mefor ,He « of*e of ,bc firs, fbncUona, 
block M o» me content ^ regis-, <** W 

emphasis added). The detailed argument are similar ,0 those for Cain, 4 above. As a result, 

claim 12 is not anticipated by Kmse. 

Regarding <he Examiner's rejections of Cairn, 5 and .3 inbullct #7 of ,he Office Action, 
sincccfaim 5 depends ftomcfaim 1 which is no, anticipated by Krusc as explained above. 
Applicants contend that Cain, 5 is likewise no, anticipated by Krusc. Stnce Cain, ,3 depends 
rro ,n Cain, . which is no, anticipated by Kruse as explained above. Applicants contend ,ba, Cain, 

13 is likewise not anticipated by Kruse. 

Regarding ,bc Examine,-, rejections of Cairns 6 and ,4 in bone, #8 of the Office Action, 
since data, 6 depends Hon, Cain, 5 which is no, anticipate b, Krusc as cxptamcd above. 
Applicants contend that Cain, 6 is likewise no, anticipated by Kruse. 

In addition, Krusc does no, .each ,be feature "the ft* functional block is » 
10/729,750 13 



PAGE 14/19 ' RCVD AT 8/1 7/2005 2:18:03PM [Eastern Daylight Time] 1 SVK:USPTO-EFXRf -6)31 ' DNlS:273830O' CSID: ' DURATION (miMS):Mo! 



A0G-1 7-05 WED 01:45 PM FAX NO. P. 



m ove to the second localized IO circuit rtOto a tin, limit" of claim 6 (italic emphasis added). 
Kruse does not teach moving the RPM within a time limit as claimed in claim 6. As a result, 
claim 6 is not anticipated by Krusc. 

Similarly, since claim 14 depends from claim 1 3 which is not anticipated by Kruse as 
explained above, Applicants contend that claim 14 is likewise not anticipated by Kruse. 

in addition, Krusc does not teach the feature Moving the first functional block to the 
second localized 10 circuit within a time limit' of claim 6 (italic emphasis added). Kruse does 
notteachmovingthcRPMwithinatimelimitaselaimcdinclaimM. As a result, claim 14 is not 

anticipated by Kruse. 

Regarding the Examiner's rejections of claims 7 and 15 in br.Het #9 of the Office Action, 
since claim 7 depends from claim 5 which is not anticipated by Kruse as explained above, 
Applicants contend that claim 7 is likewise not anticipated by Kruse. Since claim 1 5 depends 
from claim 13 which is not anticipated by Kruse as explained above, Applicants contend that 
claim 1 5 is likewise not anticipated by Kruse. 

Regarding the Examiner's rejections of claims 8 and 16 in bullet #10 of the Office 
Action, since claim 8 depends from claim I which is not anticipated by Kruse as explained above, 
Applicants contend that claim 8 is likewise not anticipated by Krusc. 

Tn addition, Kruse does not teach the feature "connections electrically coupling each 
FPGA element to surrounding FPOA elements such that the contents of all FPGA elements in a 
ftnctionalblockcanoetran^^^ 

claim 8 (italic emphasis added). Krusc docs not teach any connections in the FPOA that allows 
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transfer of contents of the elements of the RPM to non-adjacent FPGA elements in one clock 
cycle as claimed in elaim 6. As a result, claim 6 is not anticipated by Kruse. 

Similarly, sinee claim 16 depends from claim 9 which is not anticipated by Krusc as 
explained above, Applicants contend that claim 16 is likewise not anticipated by Krusc. 

In addition, Krusc does not teach the feature "providing connections electrically coupling 
each FPGA element to surrounding FPGA elements such that the contents of all FPGA elements 
in afunctional block can be transferred to their non-adjacent FPGA elements in one clock cycle" 
of claim 6 (italic emphasis added). Krusc does not teach providing any connections in the FPGA 
that allows transfer of contents of the elements of the RPM to non-adjacent FPGA elements in 
one elock cycle as claimed in claim 16. As a result, claim 16 is nol anticipated by Krusc. 

Regarding the Examiner's rejection of claim 17 in bullet #11 of the Office Action, 
Applicants respectfully contend that Kruse does not anticipate claim 17, because Kruse does nol 
teach each and every feature of claim 17. For example. Kruse does not teach the feature 
''forming a mapped location register residing in one or more FPGA CLBs of the first functional 
block; loading the mapped location register with an address of a current location FPGA 
element- of claim 17 (italic emphasis added). In Kruse, each element of an RPM (Regionally 
Placed Macro) in the FPGA can be addressed. This is similar to the case of a memory device 
(e.g., a Random Access Memory RAM) in which a block of memory cells in the memory device 
can be individually addressed/accessed. But, Kruse does not describe forming any register in the 
RPM let alone loading the register with an address of an FPGA element as claimed in claim 17. 
As a result, Kruse docs not anticipate claim 17. 

Regarding the Examiner's rejection of claim 18 in bullet #12 of the Office Action, since 
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claim 18 depends from claim 17 which is not anticipated by Krusc as explained above, Applicants 
contend that claim 1 8 is likewise not anticipated by Krusc. 

In addition, Kruse does not teach "assigning all the FPGA elements of the first functional 
block a unique fimotion numbed of claim 1 8. In other words, all the FPGA elements of the first 
functional block are assigned the same unique function number. In contrast, the reference 
numeral 301 in Krusc is used to refer to the entire functional block 301 (FIGs. 3A and 3B of 
Krusc). In Krusc, each element of the FPGA does not have a unique function number. Even if 
the assigned address of an clement of the FPGA is considered its assigned function number, the 
function numbers of the elements of the RPM are not the same as claimed in claim 18. Asa 
result, claim 18 is not anticipated by Kruse. 

Regarding the Examiner's rejection of claim 19 in bullet #13 of the Office Action, since 
claim 19 depends from claim 17 which is not anticipated by Kruse as explained above. Applicants 
contend that claim 19 is likewise not anticipated by Kruse. 

In addition, Kruse does not teach -forming a mapped destination register residing in one 
or more FPGA CLBs of the first functional block; loading the mapped destination register with 
the address of a destination FPGA clement" of claim 19 (italic emphasis added). The detailed 
arguments are similar to those for claim 10 above. As a result, claim 19 is not anticipated by 
Krusc. 

Regarding the Examiner's rejection of claim 20 in bullet #14 of the Office Action, since 
claim 20 depends fn>m claim 19 which is not anticipated by Kruse as explained above, Applicants 
contend that claim 20 is likewise not anticipated by Kruse. 

In addition, Kmse does not teach -forming a mapped logic location function in the first 
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functional block; and using the mapped logic location function to calculate the direction, 
distance, and time for the next step of the movement of the first functional block based on the 
contents of the mapped location register, the mapped destination register, and the time limit 
allowed" of claim 20 (italic emphasis added). The detailed arguments are similar to those for 
claim 12 above. As a result, claim 20 is not anticipated by Kruse. 
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CONCLUSION 



Based on the preceding arguments. Applicants respectfully believe dial all pending 
and the entire application meet the acceptance criteria for allowance and therefore request 
favorable action. If the Examiner believes that anything further would be helpful to place i 
application in better condition for allowance, Applicants invites the Examiner to contact 
Applicants' representative at the telephone number listed below. The Director is hereby 
authorized to charge and/or credit Deposit Account 09-0456. 



Dale: 





Khoi D. Nguyen 
Registration No. 47,820 



Schmciscr, Olsen & Watts 
3 Lear Jet Lane, Suite 201. 
Utham, New York 12110 
(518) 220-1850 
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